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The story here told is mainly concerned with an early-nineteenth-century 
dispute about the Wyggeston Hospital stained glass. Previously unpublished 
sources of knowledge of the dispute and its background are introduced, 
together with some reappraisal of well-known historical writings. The article 
is divided into four sections : 

(1) The Wyggeston family and their connections in the early days of 
the Charity that bears their name 

(2) The fabric of the first Wyggeston Hospital in general, and of its 
chapel as the background setting to the dispute 

(3) The depredations of 1805, and the quarrel of the early 1820s 

(4) The stained glass still extant. 

I 

William Wyggeston (1472-1536) was the eldest of three' sons born to 
John Wyggeston, merchant of Coventry and Leicester. 2 Thomas (d. 1537) 
the second son was a canon of the Collegiate Church of the Annunciation 
of the Virgin Mary in the Newarke. Roger, the third son, (d. 1542) was a 
merchant-landowner in Warwickshire and Leicestershire. 

William was by far the most important of the three. A wool merchant, 
four times mayor of the Staple at Calais, three times mayor of Leicester, 
and, in 1504, parliamentary burgess for the Borough, by 15u he was in his 
middle age, and, despite two wives, childless.3 His three foundations 
established in quick succession after 1511 can be looked upon as his 
"children", by gift, to carry on his name. Certainly each of these foundations 
specifically bore William Wyggeston's name. 

The first was the chantry house built for two chantry priests in 15u-12. 
This building was erected next to the house in which Thomas Wyggeston 
lived in the Newarke. Though the clergy are now gone, the house remains, 
still carrying the Founder's name and his coat of arms inside the building. 
The second foundation was that of the chantry chapel of Our Lady, Saint 
Ursula and Saint Katherine, founded 1512-134 inside the Collegiate Church. 
The chapel was separated from the nave of the church by a latten screen, 
and enriched by gifts of plate, books, vestments, frontals and hangings.s 
The Collegiate Church was dissolved in 1547. The third, and most famous 
benefaction, is the Hospital founded in 1513 and named by statute after 
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William Wyggeston.7 It was dedicated to the Virgin Mary, Saint Katherine 
and Saint Ursula, but for some reason the last name caught on as the name 
of the Hospital. Nichols thinks that because Burton and Dugdale knew it 
as Saint Ursula's Hospital, it was originally endowed as the chantry for two 
priests dedicated to the Virgin Mary, Saint Katherine and Saint Ursula, 
but the endowments were separate. It is still a debatable question whether 
the one evolved from the other or whether it was a separate foundation, a 
difficulty not made easier when the same staff are found in both. William 
Gillot, the first confrater of the hospital was also chantry priest at the 
Church of the Annunciation, where he continued as canon until 1537.8 The 
hospital was styled, officially, as the 1521-2 letters patent show, the Hospital 
of William Wyggeston, and is so named in nearly forty grants and letters 
of attorney9 ranging in date from 1 520 to 1 584. One document only used 
the name Ursula: a Certificate exonerating the hospital of Saint Ursula 
otherwise Wyggeston's Hospital from the payment of first fruits and 
tenths.10 

How Saint Ursula, the virgin martyr of Cologne, came to be part of 
the dedication is an interesting question. William Wyggeston, as a merchant 
of Calais, had close connections with the Netherlands, and probably with 
Hanseatic towns as well. Saint Ursula was the object of special veneration 
by the nuns of the Hospital of Saint John in Bruges, where there is a shrine 
attributed to Memling, painted with scenes in the life of the Saint.' r Bon
vile's Hospital in Exeter (1407) was dedicated to the eleven thousand 
virgins martyred with Saint Ursula. Leicester and Chester are listed by 
Clay12 as the only medieval English Hospitals connected with the Saint. In 
the Wyggeston Hospital accounts during the time of its first master, Fisher, 
there is an entry for a clasp of iron to hold the image of Saint Ursula, which 
perhaps refers to a figure of the saint in one of the niches on the side of 
the chapel facing Peacock Lane. 1 3 

The buildings were erected by 151914 facing Saint Martin's church and 
churchyard. The general plan adopted for the hospital was the simple one 
of a great .hall with chapel at the end (plate 1), as at Trinity Hospital, 
Leicester; Browne's Hospital, Stamford; Saint Mary's, Chichester; and 
Saint Mary Magdalene's, Glastonbury. The chapel looked as nearly to the 
east as possible: at Stamford it faced north-east and in the Wyggeston 
Hospital south-east. At the north end, opposite the church, was the Master's 
house; in between lay the alms-house for twelve men and twelve women. 
The confrater's house was in Highcross Street, and was the subject of one 
of John Flower's drawings.rs 

By 1868 these buldings were thought to be beyond the possibility of 
repair and · extension, and new ones were erected in Fosse Road. The 
architect was T. C. Scorby of London. 16 These buildings in tum were de
molished, and new premises opened by the Chancellor of the Duchy of 
Lancaster in December 1966, the architect being J. P. Howitt of Notting
ham. In 1875 the original buildings were pulled down, and interesting items 
sold.17 The intention of the founder to care for the needy poor is still fol
lowed, and the chapel is still dedicated to Saint Ursula in a new setting on 
the Hinckley Road. 
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Wyggeston's Hospital was endowed expressly to care for twelve men 
and twelve women of Leicester, who were verye aged, decrepit, blynde, lame 
or maymed, or that wantith naturall wytt. 18 Such had always been subjects 
for acts of mercy, and, in the fifteenth century, this was particularly the 
case. Merciful acts were enjoined in the books of Jean Gerson, Chancellor 
of the University of Paris in the early part of the century, in his Ars moriendi 
and his De modo vivendi omnium fidelium. These treatises were translated 
into English, French and Spanish, and published repeatedly in the years 
between 1480 and I 520. An English version, The craf te to liue well and to 
dye well was printed by Wynkyn de worde in 1505, and an English transla
tion had been published in Paris only two years before, by Verard-The art 
of good Lyvyng and good Deyng. The three-volume copy of Gerson's work 
in the old Leicester town-hall library collection, in Latin and dated 1494, 
has the original leather binding, with only the spines repaired. 

It was stressed that to "live weir' and to "die well" meant that the 
body was to be sustained by food, shelter, care; acts of mercy were to be 
performed by those who could do them; someone should be appointed to 
care for the secular life of man, so that it should be peaceful, regulated, and 
orderly; instruction should be given to the ignorant in the matter of faith; 
divine services and the sacraments should be provided by those whose lives 
were dedicated to God. Old people must not forget that, for them, to "die 
well" was becoming more important than to "live well". If mercy were 
shown on one side, example would be expected to be shown on the other. 
The last days were drawing near. 

In the original foundation of Wyggeston's Hospital two chaplains were 
to be in charge of the twenty-four poor people. By the time of Queen 
Elizabeth these two officials were designated as Master and Brother. r9 They 
have continued to be clergymen throughout the Hospital's history, 
although there is now no longer a confrater. The confrater, the second cleric, 
was the man whose function was to be in daily contact with the poor of the 
hospital. His task was to see that the elderly were taught and admonished 
in the Christian faith. He was to see that they attended services at Saint 
Martin's church, and daily prayers each evening in the chapel of the hos
pital The men and women were thus to be trained in learninge of godlines, 
so shall they endeu01· them selves to lyve godley.20 The chapel, then, was 
intended to be the centre of Wyggeston's Hospital. It was designed as a 
quiet place, beautified with oak and stained glass, where prayer was said at 
the close of day. Yet Leicester held one of its noisiest and most lasting 
quarrels over this same quiet chapel, in 1821, 1822 and 1823. 

II 

The most helpful information on the chapel's layout, without a visual
ising of which the quarrel cannot be understood, is provided by two late 
sources: Sir Henry Dryden's drawings made in 1873 (plates 1-8) two 
years before the demolition,21 and Mr. Thomas Nevinson's lecture of 1870 
and its illustration.22 The former are by their nature factual and detailed; the 
latter, the result of an appeal to preserve the fabric of the hospital from 
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destruction, is more romantic and fanciful. The Dryden drawings are exact, 
the Goddard drawing, made for Nevinson, is imaginative. For this reason 
it is preferable to begin with Dryden's drawings of the fabric of the hos
pital chapel. 

These measured drawings show that the interior length of the chapel 
was 27 ft. 4 in. on the north-east face, 27 ft. 2½ in. on the south-west face. 
Its width on the south-east, facing Peacock Lane, was 21 ft. 9½ in. The walls 
everywhere in the building were 2½ ft. thick. A screen divided the chapel 
from antechapel. The antechapel was 9 ft. 8 in. by 21 ft . 9½ in., with outside 
entrances from both St. Martin's and the Southgate Street side. The chapel 
was entered by the almspeople from two levels; the men entered by way of 
the corridor from their rooms on ground floor level, through an opening in 
the centre of the screen. The women sat in the gallery above the screen, 
having entered it through the corridor that ran between their rooms on the 
first-floor level. 

By 1873, when Dryden made his drawings, the side windows on east 
and west (plate 4) had been bricked in for sixty-eight years. They still re
tained the outlines of their mouldings. Each had four lights, terminating 
in a decorated head, and each window measured 12 ft. 9½ in. high by 8 ft . 
7 in. wide between the inside edges of the mouldings. The end window of 
the chapel (plate 7) facing Peacock Lane had been remade in 1805, at the 
time that the side windows were bricked up. This window measured 10 ft. 
4½ in. wide by 15 ft. 1 in. high, again without the mouldings. It was divided 
into four lights with interlaced arches at the head.2 3 Dryden does not show 
the glass, but from another source it is known that plain crown glass was used 
to replace the earlier stained glass in the 1805 "restoration", if such a word 
may be used to describe what actually happened. 

In 1870, five years before the hospital was demolished, Mr. Thomas 
Nevinson had appealed to the Leicestershire Architectural and Archce
ological Society to use its influence to have the buildings of Wyggeston's 
Hospital preserved. He envisaged their use, with or without a chapel screen, 
as an open hall, in which 332 children could be taught. It was suggested that 
82 children might be educated in the area of the chapel, an area 
deemed sufficient by William Wyggeston for the quiet prayers of twelve 
elderly men (plate 8). 

The drawing for Mr. Nevinson's talk was prepared by Mr. Joseph 
Goddard, and shows a suggested screen-it was thought that the original 
had been destroyed-together with outlines of a window that had been de
stroyed, but which had existed as late as 1795. Thus Goddard used his 
imagination to fill in details of the woodwork, and for the window he used 
the engraving made by Longmate in 1795.2 4 By 1805 this window had 
ceased to exist. Nevinson was begging for the preservation of the fabric of 
the Hospital, but he did not seem to realise that much of what he was asking 
the members · of the Society . to preserve in the chapel had in fact already 
gone, though the screen, of which he said only a few traces remained, still 
existed entire. He was most anxious to preserve wherever possible, and to 
him we owe some of our remaining traces of the Hospital (plate II). 
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In 1878, Mr. A. H. Paget read a paper on "Wyggeston and his Hos
pital" to members of the Leicestershire Archceological Society. He was an 
architect, who had studied copies of some of Dryden's drawings.2 s He knew 
that Nichols had written about the oak in the stalls, screen and loft formerly 
in the chapel. He could see where the oak had been removed, but the know
ledge of where it had gone seems to have escaped him, and so he resorted 
to conjecture-mainly correct- about what had been there: 

In 1807, Nichols mentioning the deterioration that had taken place in 
his recollection, said that the small gallery had also been plastered over and 
white-washed. Probably the screen and loft here referred to, Paget thought, 
consisted of the women's gallery projecting into the chapel, with a handsome 
oak front in character with the rest of the woodwork, and carried down to 
the floor as a screen with open traceried panels. The space beneath would 
have formed a vestibule about the entrances, and such a feature would have 
enhanced the beauty and comfort of the Chapel. It would, Paget continued, 
have resembled the galleries in the great halls of the fifteenth and sixteenth 
centuries, such as those at Eltham Palace and Hampton Court. Striking 
support to this conjecture, Paget added, was given by a precisely similar 
arrangement in the chapel of Browne's Hospital, at Stamford. The standards 
of the backs of the seats nearest the entrances were broken off, showing that 
some woodwork, probably another screen, had existed there. Some delicate 
oak tracery worked into the fittings of the Master's house was most likely 
taken from the screen beneath the gallery. 

When the buildings were finally demolished in 1875, there was little 
in the chapel that was worth salvaging. The fixtures and furniture of the 
old hospital had been sold in 186$ for £18 10s. nd.26 In 1875 all the old 
roof timbers of chapel and hall, including the bell-turret and roof-boarding, 
fetched only £32. The seven massive oak-panelled and iron-studded exterior 
doors sold for 25s.2 1 The two wood porches in St. Martin's West were not 
included in the sale. One of these is now the porch of St. Nicholas' church,28 

and a niche with canopy, formed out of the best stones of the two niches 
bought by Mr. N evinson, is now on the west wall of the north aisle of the 
church. The pulpit was reserved for the chapel of Trinity Hospital,2 9 as 
were the seats3° and the altar rails31 (plates 2, 3, 5). 

The remaining monuments and inscriptions described by George 
Cowie32 have been successively moved to each of the successive chapels of 
the Wyggeston Hospital. The most considerable of them is the memorial 
to Geoffrey Johnson, confrater (d. 1585) carrying his own arms and, above 
the monument, a coat of arms, Argent, a cross bot one between four escalops 
Sable (plate 9, fig. 20), which Nichols did not identify, but which are the 
arms of Thomas Sampson, Master 1567-1589.33 Sampson is described 
in his memorial as Hierarchice Romance, Papaliumque Rituum Hostis 
acerrimus. This inscription had disappeared by Nichols' time, and he quotes 
it from Anthony Wood, but, strangely, the enlarged edition of Wood by 
John Gutch published in 178634, does not say that the monument was no 
longer there. Whenever the memorial was removed, the arms were permitted 
to remain. The bell bearing the inscription William Wigston Founder, John 
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Pike Warden was taken down on April 1, 1874,35 and is at the Wyggeston 
Boys' School. 

Over the entrance to the hospital were the arms of the founder carved 
in a block of stone about 3 ft. by 2 ft. (plate 6), which was bought by Thomas 
Nevinson. It was described in 1879,36 but its later history is unrecorded. 
There is no mention of the fate of the five small pieces of medieval stained 
glass replaced in the 1805 restoration of the south window, and they can 
no longer be traced. 

The two accounts by historians nearest in date to the changes made 
in the chapel in 1805 are those of John Throsby (1791) and John Nichols 
(1815). Both men had an excellent opportunity to know what Wyggeston's 
chapel looked like in the late-eighteenth century. Throsby's account, the 
earlier, runs thus: 37 

In this chapel are many fragments of painted glass. In the north and 
south windows38 the twelve Apostles, and St. Peter with the cock very dis
tinguishable. In the East window is the rebus of Wigston and on five 
separate lights the fallowing remains of an inscription: 

sua mera charitate. 
Fundatoris et ... ro ... 
Stapule ... 
Calesie majorem . . . 
opus ... 

on a small glass circle, over an eagle with expanded wings, 
"Sit laus Deo" 

Throsby noticed the figure work in the two side windows, identifying 
the figures with the Apostles. He named Saint Peter, identified Saint John 
the Evangelist by his eagle, and Saint James the Greater by the cloak, wallet 
and pilgrim badge in his cap, as seen in his drawing (plate 10, fig. 2). There 
is no way of estimating the size of these figures. 

The window facing Peacock Lane had, judging by his omission of 
detail, nothing to recommend it to Throsby's notice. It may have contained 
the one other figure that Throsby drew: a bust of a bearded, haloed man, 
with another halo occurring at elbow height. This can be identified with 
some certainty as part of a representation of the Trinity (plate 10, fig. 4). 

This original five-light window at the end of the chapel had the remains 
of an inscription in praise of the founder of the hospital, who had been 
mayor of the Staple at Calais. Throsby noticed the Wyggeston rebus in 
this window, a device painted on plain glass, but from his drawings we 
would not suspect that Wyggeston's chapel windows, mentioned as having 
many fragments of painted glass, had been filled with stained-glass figures 
against a pattern of decorated quarries. 

Nichols (plate 9) had the chance to know what the hospital chapel 
was like both before and after the changes made in 1805. When he came 
back to the chapel in 1807, he observed the fine old South window replaced 
by a modern one, in which only five small pieces of the painted glass are 
retained. The small gallery has also been plastered over and white washed. 
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His recollections were too vague for him to be sure whether the screen 
he saw in 1807 was the same one that he had seen before, and he relied on 
Throsby's account of 1791 and Barak Longmate's drawings of 1795 for 
details in his account of Wyggeston's Hospital chapel: -

The chapel of this hospital was originally a beautiful little Gothic 
building; the stalls, screen and loft of oak, neatly finished. On th~ outside, 
the great South window, very noble, is between two rich canopies; (fig. 2, 

plate 9). 
On a tablet, supported by two angels, over the door of entrance, are 

the Founder's arms, Ermine, on a chevron Sable, three estoiles Or, (fig. 3); 
inscribed, 

Hoe Aedificium 
a Gulielmo Wigston conditum, 
extructum erat A.D. 1515; 
refectum & adauctum A.D. 1730. 
Joh. Jackson Magistro. 
The Founder's arms are also on the common seal of the hospital, (fig. 4) 

and on a smaller seal, which was occasionally used for leases, (fig. 5). 
The pulpit is at the south end of the chapel, close to the window. 
The communion table is very plain, covered with a green cloth, but 

not railed round. 
The south window originally contained much fine painted glass; which 

in 1760 was greatly defaced; but so lately as 1790 several fragments re
mained; among which were, 

The Founder's arms, (fig. 6) 
Seme of trefoils Or, a lion rampant Argent, (fig. 7) 
In a star quaterfoil_, Sable, a f/,eur de lis Argent, between four cross 
crosslets; (fig. 8) 
Argent, a fess nebule Azure; (fig. 9) 
A griffin holding a pendant fiag; (fig. 10) 
Two figures praying to the Virgin. 
On five separate lights (figs. 11-15) 
MAJORIS ... STAPULE ... CALISIE .. . FUNDATORIS ET . . . RO . . . 

SUA MERA CHARITATE. 

In the West window, in 1790, were the four Evangelists, nearly entire; 
one of them with a book, in which appeared, "In illo tempore cum . . . na;" 
(fig. 16) 

In the same window, well preserved, was the "rebus" of Wigston with 
a merchant's mark; (figs. 17, 18) 

In the East window were originally the Twelve Apostles, of whom in 
1790 were several remains; particularly St. Peter, distinguishable by the 
cock. 

In the same window, on a small glass circle, over an eagle with ex
panded wings, "sit laus Deo". 

Barak Longmate (1768-1836) was the son of a genealogist and heraldic 
engraver of the same name, who was editor of Collin's Peerage.,39 and he 



8 LEICESTERSHIRE ARCH£0LOGICAL AND HISTORICAL SOCIETY 

carried on his father's work. His drawings of Wyggeston's rebus and mer
chant mark are especially interesting, clarifying Throsby's rough sketches. 
The shields, inscriptions and heraldic devices can be accepted as, on the 
whole, accurate. Twelve pieces of glass are shown surrounded by their 
leads, giving an indication of how they existed in the windows. Across the 
foot of the south window were five fragments of Gothic-letter inscription, 
recalling Wyggeston as founder of the hospital and mayor of the Staple at 
Calais. Nichols adds that this window had two figures praying to the Virgin, 
but from this remark alone it is impossible to judge the size of the figures, 
or whether they formed part of a larger group. 

Nichols described the west window, facing the courtyard of the hos
pital, as having the four Evangelists, nearly entire. In this window, also 
according to Nichols, were both the rebus and merchant-mark of 
Wyggeston.4° So this west window can be accepted as having had four 
stained-glass figures in it, that were still almost complete in 1795, and 
which, as we know from other evidence, were surrounded by quarries with 
silver-stain work. One piece of this quarry-work was the merchant-mark 
of the Wyggestons. 

This would be the sum of our knowledge of the screen and the glass 
if it were not for the records of the years 1804-23, in the files of the Duchy 
of Lancaster in the Public Record Office; the letters and discussions con
cerning the hospital printed in the Leicester Journal between March 1821 

and August 1823, and the remains of the glass and the oak which may now 
be seen in Ockbrook and in Leicester. 

III 

A brief query was, on 23 March 1821, printed in the Leicester 
Journal: · 

A Correspondent, under the signature of "An Antiquarian", wishes to 
know what became of the beautiful Window of Painted Glass, that 
used to be such an ornament to the Chapel belonging to Wigston Hos
pital? He trusts those concerned will be able to throw "some" light 
upon the subject, as to the cause of its removal. 

In the next issue of the Journal (30 March) a rash letter appeared. It 
had been delivered by its author in person, though this interesting fact was 
not made known until eighteen months later. It was written over the initial 
L, but the writer was Thomas Cook (1777-1842), a Leicester surveyor and 
architect: 

In answer to your Antiquarian Enquirer of last week, it may be re
plied that the "beautiful" Window he mentions had, by the ingenuity 
of spiders, the violence of pebble stones, the ignorance of country 
glaziers, and the avarice of the Masters and Confrators, become so 
much obscured and mutilated, that it was scarcely possible to discover 
its once beautiful form; add to this the stone and iron, which had so 
long held it prisoner, were so decayed, that a total dissolution was 
daily expected. A good Samaritan ever zealous of retaining what is 
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good and excellent in the remains of antiquity, seeing them so peri
lously situate 3, had compassion on these four Evangelists and favored 
Apostles, and in proper mqchines conveyed them to a Metropolitan 
hospital, where, by the skilful hand of an eminent Artist, their tattered 
bodies, limbs and garments were completely renovated; thus rendered 
again beautiful, they found a delightful retreat to the East end of a 
new Chancel, under 52:56 North latitude, and 1:23½ West longitude, 
where, under a "glory", they refiect their varied morning rays on their 
old Companion, the beautiful Gothic Screen, who had, as it were, by 
a miracle, made its escape during their absence. 

These playful allusions and odd directions sprang from first-hand 
knowledge of the removal of both the screen and the glass from Leicester 
to Ockbrook in Derbyshire. Cook had been called in to look at the windows, 
in 1804. He had been asked to draw up a design for a new window in 
1804-05. He had carried out the alterations in 1805 (plates 16, 17). 

Wrath rather than curiosity was aroused. A letter of 2 April 1821 
signed Antiquarius spared no words: 

Mr. Editor, 
Your correspondent "L's" apology for the sacrilegious pillaging of one 
place of worship to adorn another, is of the most extraordinary kind 
ever submitted to the judgement of the Public;-and to cloak the 
Pillager under the garb of "a good Samaritan" is but an aggravation 
of the insult.-What! rob the Chapel of a Hospital of valuable painted 
windows and of extraordinary carved work; and then justify the sac
rilege by boasting that this good Samaritan has transferred them to 
grace a Church, no way, I presume, connected with the Hospital in 
question!-Pray, Mr. Editor, has this good Samaritan NO SELFISH 

purpose in conveying these venerable Apostles, and the valuable screen 
of carved work to 52:36 n. lat. (sic-indignation moves them south) 
and I :23½ w. long. so pompously yet so obscurely designated.-If his 
heart was indeed warmed with Samaritan blood, why did he not repair 
and replace these sacred bequests, where a true and not a hypocritical 
Samaritan first dedicated them to this Mausoleum of Charity?-Let 
the rapacious Master and Confrator be made to disgorge the "impious'' 
booty!-If the fraternity of that Hospital were too subservient to 
deprecate and remonstrate against the diabolical act, how came the 
public authorities to acquiesce in the unholy depredation?-Is there 
no visitor of this sacred mansion?-You confer, Mr. E., a lasting 
benefit on the Town by your intrepid exposure of Villainy in high 
places! 

Someone was so obliging as to send this intemperate letter to Charles 
Bathurst, Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster. Immediately he wrote to 
both the Master and the Confrater, and to the deputy clerk to the Duchy, 
a Mr. Harper, for explanations and information.4r 

Sixteen · years afterwards, the Chancellor was indeed fortunate to 
find witnesses to the events, still with clear heads and legible correspondence. 
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Only one person closely involved in the removal of glass and screen frum 
Wyggeston's Hospital was not alive. The rest were. The Reverend Thomas 
Ludlam, Confrater since 1755, had died in 18u; The Reverend John Sel
wyn, rector of Ludgershall in Wiltshire, held the post of non-resident 
Master of the hospital from 1793 until his death in 1823; Mr. Thomas 
Pares, the steward of the Hospital was an attorney-banker of Leicester, 
who in 1776 bought the Grey Friars House, near Wyggeston's Hospital, 
built on land originally part of the precincts of the adjoining Grey Friars 
monastery. In 1805 he had inherited, from his father, Hopwell Hall, near 
Ockbrook, where he lived until his death in 1824.42 

Of those employed in the actual removal of the glass and the screen, 
Thomas Cook was the most important witness. A Leicester man, he had 
lived in Millstone Lane before 1822; from that time until his death in 1842 

he lived in Welford Place.43 He knew, or thought he knew, everything. He 
talked, wrote and drew, though not always consistently, freely. The glazier 
who removed the glass was also alive. This was Thomas Green, in 1805 a 
journeyman hired by Mr. Prescott of Leicester. He remembered clearly 
removing, clearing away and packing the glass. He cannot have enjoyed 
Cook's gratuitous remark about the window that suffered through the 
ignorance of country glaziers, though his remarks at the Duchy Visitation 
reveal a combination of native intelligence and country courtesy. The last 
witness of importance who handled the glass was Mr. William Watson, 
Stained-Glass Manufacturer of Hanway Yard in London. He had a good 
memory, strong opinions, and accounts. And there were also three aged 
eye-witnesses, who looked, remembered and talked. 

Bathurst was, at first, concerned with whatever explanation the officials 
of the hospital might offer him. With calm distaste he quoted from the 
April letter of Antiquarius, and remarked to Selwyn : 

From all this, however obscurely stated, and from the paper being 
sent to me, I cannot but conclude that it means to refer to some transactions 
which have taken place in Wyggeston's Hospital, to which therefore I take 
the earliest opportunity of calling your attention, as I have that of the con
frater upon the spot, and beg to be favoured with all the Information on 
this subject, which it may be in your power to afford. 

The Master replied at once from Ludgershall, protesting the innocence 
of my then MOST RESPECTABLE CONFRATER MR. LUDLAM, and of Mr. Pares 
(the gentleman to whom the "ANONYMOUS INFORMANT" certainly alludes) 
and suggesting that the attack originated in some LOCAL OR PERSONAL 

enmity . He said that Mr. Ludlam had represented to him that the window 
at the East end of the chapel, which had been nearly demolished during the 
usurpation of Cromwell, was by length of time and the continued repairing 
and patching of lead work, become so obscured that he could hardly see to 
read the service, and that an old heavy screen at the end of the woman's 
Gallery was so close that it was impossible for him to see whether they 
attended the service or not.44 

The then confrater, the Reverend J emson Davies, delayed an answer 
until April 18,45 by which time he had been able to discover all that has 
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passed in the Public Papers upon this subject, having called on the editor of 
the Journal who had most readily communicated the names of the persons 
who were employed on this occasion. A Mr. Cook was the Carpenter:-Mr. 
Clay-Stonemason and Mr. Green-Glazier. The windows were removed 
in the month of April 1805. I have also obtained the evidence of one of 
the oldest inhabitants of the Hospital, a man of the name of Berridge who 
was placed in the Hospital by the kindness of the Chancellor of the Duchy-
27 years back next May-his evidence is as follows-

T hat there were three painted windows originally. In the West window 
were the four Evangelists one in each compartment-In the South window
the King and Royal Family-Sword of State at the top-and at the bottom 
Our Saviour on one side and the Virgin Mary on the other-the East window 
-chequered with painted glass-but no particular device (I have heard 
it remarked in common conversation by the townspeople that it was St . 
Peter and the key in this window). , 

The Screen intended to conceal the women from the men was in the 
most perfect state-and was removed with the above windows-and care
fully unpinned and packed up in long boxes. 

Curious carved work was removed from the inner porch about the 
same time. 

The Stonework of the windows is said to have been, at the time, per
fectly good;-and not at all decayed;-that the Chapel was quite as light 
as it is now.-That there is now but ONE window where there were THREE 

before and of the same dimensions. 
That it was a frequent practice for Strangers and Travellers to visit 

the Chapel for the purpose of viewing the Windows: which was a source 
of great augmentation to the Poor's box. 

The poor people (who were eye-witnesses of the transaction but of 
whom very few are now alive) very deeply regretted the removal ( even 
with tears) and enquired of the workmen by whose Authority they removed 
these ornaments and they were answered-by the command of Mr. Pares, 
at that time the Agent of the Master; and that they were then removed to Mr. 
Pares' house in Friar Lane. 

That there were four large leaden cisterns and also leaden pipes round 
the Hospital to communicate-each cistern was capable of holding a hogs
head of water-that these have been removed-with the exception of one 
pipe. That the removal of the cisterns took place some little time before 
the removal of the windows. 

The above, Sir, is the evidence of Henry Berridge aged 84-who has 
been in the Hospital next May day, 27 years. 

The only information that Bathurst received from the Deputy Clerk of 
the Duchy, Mr. Harper of Somerset Place, was that he had looked into all 
the documents concerning Wyggeston's Hospital prior to 1805 and sub
sequent to that time, and that he could find no mention of alterat~qns prp
posed to the chapel. 
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The Chancellor accordingly, on the same day that he received Mr. 
Davies' letter, wrote icily to Mr. Selwyn: 

The removal therefore seems to rest entirely upon your own respon
sibility and tho' the representation of Mr. Ludlam as to "one window" 
and the Skreen, might properly have led to some enquiry, it does not 
appear to me to form any justification for the removal of these curious 
and ornamental articles-I should, however, be glad to see the 
correspondence to which you allude on this subjt. 

I have also received an answer to some enquiries which I directed 
to be made on the spot, and find that there were originally three 
painted windows, the subjects of which are stated to me, and that they 
as well as the Skreen, which was in perfect preservation, were care
fully removed and packed up by persons whose names are also men
tioned to me. 

It does not, therefore, appear to me that this can be considered 
as a question of ordinary or useful repair, but of private accommodation 
to the persons who removed, and are supposed still to be possessed of 
these Articles: and I must desire a more particular account of the 
authority under which they were removed, and of the state in which 
they now are, as unless some sanction can be shown from the Visitor 
for this transaction I shall certainly think it my duty to require their 
restoration. 46 

This caused the Master, Mr. Selwyn, to write to Mr. Pares and to his 
own solicitor, Mr. Samuel Miles, of King's Bench Walk, the Temple (agent 
for Wyggeston's Hospital), asking them to communicate their knowledge 
of the affair to the Chancellor. In the meantime he answered Bathurst as 
best he could : 

I well remember that I desired a REPORT or MEMORIAL of the trans
action might be drawn up and DEPOSITED AMONG THE RECORDS of the 
HOSPITAL in THE DUCHY COURT at the time it took place-another 
impression upon my mind THEN WAS AND STILL CONTINUES TO BE 

THAT such a Memorial or report HAD BEEN so DEPOSITED and that Mr. 
Pares who was at that time in constant habits of intercourse with the 
Officers of that Coui·t had communicated all the circumstances of it 
through that medium to the THEN CHANCELLOR OF THE DUCHY OF 

LANCASTER. 

Mr. Pares, Mr. Ludlam and Mr. Selwyn were all defended in Miles' 
letter of 9 May from any imputations of misconduct. Pares, he assured Mr. 
Harper, had made the Confrater and Master well aware of the changes 
that he thought would improve the hospital. What the patron had wished to 
know was why the Duchy Court had not been informed of the matter in 
1804-05. Miles offered two pieces of information, and dropped one hint. 
All were of interest. First a condensed version of Ludlam's letter to Selwyn 
in 1804: 

The Windows of the Hospital Chapel, being originally made of a very 
soft and perishable Stone (formerly got in Quarries near this town) 
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are so decayed by time, that the Mullions which support the Ironwork, 
and the Glazing are in much danger of falling in from every violent 
storm of wind. The glass is also so bad, the Panes so small, and made 
of such a number of irregular fragments of the original painted Glass, 
the figures of which were so mutilated by the puritanical zeal of the 
Oliverian Soldiers in the Grand Rebellion, that nothing remains but 
detached pieces of coloured Glass, and a few small figures not bigger 
than your hand, which serve to no other purpose but to make the Chapel 
so dark that I cannot possibly see when I have all my congregation 
present, and this darkness is much increased by the bulky Gothic 
Tracery which the Poet Gray calls "rich windows that exclude the 
light," and by the Trees in the Church Yard, which are almost close 
to the East window. This obscurity is further not a little increased by 
a large Old fashioned Gothic Skreen, which so conceals the female 
part of the congregation that the women can absent themselves from 
the usual service of the Chapel without any possibility of detection.47 

Secondly, there was a copy of the bills paid by Mr. Pares to Thomas 
Cook between 30 March 1805 and 2 May 1805, amounting to £66 12s. 5d.48 

The money was paid for making drawings, erecting scaffolding, for "brick
ing up" and "breaking up" the side windows, making a new south window 
in Attleborough stone,49 and clearing away the rubbish. 

Thirdly, there was a hint, a suggestion, that the Duchy Court might 
be moving beyond its authority. 

At this stage the correspondence was passed to the Attorney General 
of the Duchy of Lancaster, Mr. William Walton. Having consulted the 
Statutes of Wyggeston's Hospital it appeared to him that the Duchy Court 
have the compleat controul and Visitational Power over the Hospital.so 

Miles, the agent, was certainly nettled by his inability to refute the 
"malevolent aspersions" of John Price, Editor of the Leicester Journal, and 
he is even apprehensive enough to ask whether the Chancellor has any 
objection to the proposed weekly increase of Is . per head to the Poor of the 
Hospital.sr Nor could he have been cheered by Mr. Harper's letter of 31 
July, informing him that the Chancellor was not satisfied with the account 
of the removal of the screen and glass. Unless, Mr. Harper continued, he 
receives an intimation of the intention of restoration to which he has adverted 
the Chancellor was prepared to give immediate directions for the proper 
proceedings in the Duchy Chamber.s2 

Price, of the Leicester Journal where it had all begun, was also worried. 
On 3 August he revealed that he had been summoned to appear in the Court 
of Common Pleas in an action for libel. He associated this, mistakenly as 
it happened, with Pares. He had been printing references to the greatest 
criminal that ever appeared within the frame of a NEW DROP!, and a 
character of great opulence, from whom better things might have been ex
pected, and the like.53 Pares and his lawyer remained silent. 

At the same time Bathurst visited the Hospital. He told the poor that 
they would have Is. extra, each of them; he promised help; and although 
he could not assure the women that they would have fires in their rooms as 
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the men had, he did promise to set up a sick room, which the conditions 
must have made necessary, and left them each half-a-crown as he departed.54 

In September, writing to Miles, Mr. Pares broke silence : 

Various unavoidably controuling circumstances have prevented my 
earlier writing to you in consequence of your communication to me of 
the letters you have received from Mr. Selwyn upon the subject of 
Mr. Harper's letter to yourself of the JISt July relative to Wigston's 
Hospital-
! observe that Mr. Harper states that the Chancellor of the Duchy is 
not satisfied with the account he has hitherto received of the removal 
of the Windows, etc., and therefore calls upon the Master to direct 
their restoration and intimates that he is prepared to give immediate 
directions for proceedings to be instituted in the Duchy Chamber unless 
he receives an intimation of the intention of restoration. 
It seems to be the opinion of Mr. Selwyn that I ought to communicate 
with the Chancellor upon the subject, but after the best consideration 
which I can give the subject, I am inclined to think, and some friends 
with whom I have consulted in consequence of the extraordinary attack 
upon me are of the same opinion, that it would be improper for me to 
seek any correspondence with the Chancellor. I have, therefore, to 
request that you will apprize Mr. Selwyn that I feel myself so 
perfectly undeserving of the stigma which has been attempted 
to be cast upon me by the Editor of the Leicester Journal, and 
those who are in concert with him, that I cannot on any Account 
voluntarily consent to what is termed the "restitution" of the 
Articles in question, nor can I believe when the matters shall properly 
come before the Duchy Court or any Commissioners the Visitor may be 
pleased to appoint, that such a step ( even if the Law should warrant it) 
would be thought of any benefit to the Hospital which of course must 
be the ultimate object of any proceedings-I wish you also to call to 
appropriation of the re licks ( which, but for my preservation, would 
the Master's remembrance, not only his knowledge of my intended 
have been thrown aside as useless) ,ss but also the great price which I 
paid for them. And as I certainly was a purchaser for a more than val
uable consideration without any improper or secret motives I should 
have thought that at least the request for return would have been accom
panied with an offer of reimbursing me.s6 

Mr. Pares' peremptory refusal to return the glass and screen mearlt 
that the Duchy would now institute an enquiry into the affairs of Wyg
geston's Hospital. 

Bathurst saw the full text of the letter written by Mr. Ludlam on 21 

November 1804, in November 1821. He found it no more reassuring than 
he found the extract that had been sent by Miles in May. He also noted that 
Mr. Pares' account of the state of the windows is contradicted by the fact 
of their being considered as valuable at the time and a valuable considera
tion stated to have been given for them, and their being now in a state of 
preservation.51 
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A commission to be led by Mr. William Walton, Attorney General of 
the Duchy of Lancaster, was authorised on 22 June 1822. The seal of the 
Duchy was affixed on 5 August, and the visitation of the hospital took place 
on 24, 25 and 26 September 1822. It was held in the Confrater's house. 
Those present were: Mr. W. Walton; his son, W. H. Walton, as aman
uensis; Mr. Charles Payne, son-in-law of the Master, representing him in 
the Master's illness; Mr. Samuel Miles, representing the Master, as agent; 
Mr. Roger Miles, observer; the Confrater, Mr. Jemson Davies; and Mr. 
John Price, editor of the Leicester Journal. 

Three accounts of the three days survive. Each is marked by the 
personality of the writer. Price's account, published in the Journal on 4 
October 1822, is lively, nervous, observant, apprehensive. The account in 
the minutes, written by Mr. W. H. Walton, is detailed, factual, but contra
dictory evidence is admitted without comment. The report of the Attorney 
General is wise, reasonable, clear, balanced, concise, graceful, urbane.s8 

At the outset trouble flared up between Mr. Price and Mr. Miles, which 
Mr. Walton senior settled by speaking to the Editor alone. The Attorney 
General had remarked that he was not aware that it was the intention of 
any of the parties to prosecute for libel, when Mr. Miles with some warmth 
denied this. Walton calmed Price's fears by assuring him that "he would 
guard him against any expression that might be injurious to him".s9 The 
evidence and the conclusions from the evidence taken down should be 
separated, since they are, in fact, separated in the Minutes of Proceedings 
(24-26 Sept. 1822) and the Report (15 Jan. 1823). 

Three witnesses from the poor inmates of the Hospital were asked to 
testify on the first day. The first witness was Henry Berridge (now aged 85., 
and admitted to the Hospital in 1794), who was judged "clear in his Recol
lections and Intellect''', and as one who remembered the Windows of the 
chapel as they then were, two of which were removed, and one repaired in 
1804. There were originally three Windows of stained and painted glass, 
they had been some-time damaged and then repaired with common Glass. 

In the south window next the lane there were, he avowed, figures of 
men in Royal robes, a King and two or three children-a hand reached 
out pointing to a sword of state, a little below was our Saviour a whole 
length figure of small dimensions . The Virgin Mary on the other side, 
As far as he recollects nothing now in the Window was there formerly . 
On the west side there was a painted Window now stopt up. In this 
Window there were 4 columns, the designs were an Evangelist in each 
column these figures were damaged, the bodies were broken out, the 
faces were not so much damaged, In the south window some of the 
faces were good, some damaged, The Glass put in was all plain. There 
was only a bit here and there of plain Glass in the place of a Mans 
Cuff or foot .-In the East window there was no particular device, but 
a great deal of chequered painted Glass. No figures. 
There was a carved Oak Skreen, cut in shapes, like the branches of a 
tree. This Skreen stood before the Gallery-it was boarded up to the 
Roof with carved wood, below the Skreen was more solid-The Con
frater might see the Women in the Gallery there being open work, he 
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might see the whole of the Women, if they stood where they ought to 
do-This Skreen was made of old Oak, the ca1'ving was curious, and 
of great antiquity, it was pannelled about to the height of a Man, and 
then branch'd out into devices to the roof-Strnngers used to come to 
see the chapel, which was shewn by any of the Poor people.60 

Elizabeth Brookes, aged 70 had also been in Wyggeston's Hospital 
since 1795; she recalled the painted windows, ·and the occasion when they 
were taken away. 

In the west window the Scape Goat and Cock were very plain, these 
were near the bottom of the window. The cock was blue, and as large 
as life. The Goat was as large as life-The window next the Church
yard (East) was much broken, she could make out no figure there. In 
the south window next the street, the figures were much broken, she 
could not make out what they were, but there was a great deal of 
painted glass in all the windows. The Screen was ornamented when it 
got about the height of a Man with carved work. There was an open 
place in the ornament thro' which each woman might put her head
IO women sat in front in the Gallery. 

Sarah Benson, aged 71, had entered the Hospital about 1792: she 
remembers: 

the Windows were taken out about 16 years ago, Peter and the Cock, 
David and the Goat, Peter was in the west window, David and his 
Music were in the south. The Windows were much injured. The Screen 
was taken down that Mr. Ludlam might see the Women at prayers. 
He was getting old.61 

Evidence for the second day was taken from Mr. Price, who admitted 
authorship of letters in the .T ournal; he in turn forced Thomas Cook to 
admit, by the evidence of silence, that he had written the letter of 30 March 
1821, which revealed the place where screen and glass now were preserved. 
Cook's accounts, paid by Mr. Pares, were presented. The additions to 
evidence that make this day of special interest were Cook's testimony about 
the state of the glass and screen in 1804-6; Green's recollections of the glass 
that he removed in 1805; and the original letters written by Master, Con
frater and agent in 1804-5. The sequence of events is best followed by 
reading first the letters from Mr. Pares to Mr. Selwyn. 

First, the off-hand, initial letter sent by Pares to Selwyn on 7 Sep
tember 1804: which contrasts with that of 22 September 1821, when trouble 
had made him more grammatical-

With this you wd. have read a letter from your Confrater on a subject 
that has long occupied his mind, a new Gallery at the end of the 
Woman's Ward freed from the antient Screen, you may recollect sep
arating the Chapel from the Hospital, which furnishes so compleat a 
Screen from his observation that they may or not be present at Service 
as they please, the latter of which he has unfortunately found them too 
much disposed-As also in respect to the now absolute necessity for 
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Repair and Reglazing the Chapel Windows and the general cleaning 
up of the Chapel was he not prudentially restricted to his Bed from a 
Hurt he has met with on one of his Legs-This situation of Affairs 
and my now being fitting up a new Chancel in Derbyshire I am now 
compleating the building of has led to negotiation between us which 
has been wished to have been submitted to your Consideration-the 
Result of which has been an offer on my part he authorises my saying 
perfect conviction on his of benefit to the Hospital not only pecuniarily 
but essentially for the Interest of those who are the object of the In
stitution-That being permitted to remove the present antient Screen 
dividing the Chapel from the Hospital some carved Ornaments on the 
backs and sides of the Seats in the Chapel which like the Screen are 
getting into a state of mutilate and decay and the Fragments of 
painted Glass in the Windows defaced in the time of the Usurpation 
and since continually falling out from the decay of the Leading to be 
transplanted for the same sacred purpose in my New Chapel in Derby
shire I would at my own Expence make the wished for Gallery and 
contribute one third part of such further Ex pence as should be found 
necessary respecting the Windows: the cleaning up and refitting the 
Chancel with necessary decency with an amended Reading Desk in 
place of the One completely worn out. all which Mr. Ludlam will more 
particularly state to you when he is able, to which I only beg to add. 
what I trust you will give me Credit for . that I will make the Hospital 
more than amends for whatever I may take from them and taking 
nothing to their detriment-And that Mr. Ludlams opinion concurs 
with mine that you are competent to the arrangement without the 
necessity for Reference to the Duchy Chamber, having the ability of 
shewing which you certainly shall that the Hospital has been benefitted 
by what has been done. 

To this letter, Mr. Selwyn replied on 31 October: 

Upon the subject of the Chapel Screen and Windows etc. I can only 
say that RELYING ENTIRELY UPON YOUR COMPLEATELY GUARANTEEING 

ME FROM ANY INCONVENIENCE THAT MAY ARISE FROM THE ALTERATION 

PROPOSED. And in the FULLEST CONFIDENCE THAT YOU WILL DO 

NOTHING THAT CAN IN THE SMALLEST DEGREE INJURE THE INSTI

TUTION FOR THE WELFARE OF WHICH WE ARE BOTH SO MUCH 

INTERESTED-As far as my individual consent is necessary you have 
it freely but I apprehend you will agi-ee with me that something like a 
report upon the subject should be drawn up and TRANSMITTED TO 

ME (SIGNED BY MR. LUDLAM) BEFORE THE ALTERATION TAKES PLACE. 

On 25 February 1805 Mr. Pares wrote to the Master again: 
Respecting the proposed alterations of the Chapel at the Hospital and 
the removal of the Screen Old Glass etc. I beg you will not let the 
suggestion of it by me create you the least possible difficulty but that 
you will as freely waive as accept it if you have the least hesitation in 
your mind on the subject as it is not a matter that I am anxious about 
and beg you will be assured I cannot wish on any other terms than 
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making more than ample amends for and benefitting the Charity by 
the preservation of those pieces of antiquity which will moulder away 
in their present Situation-only I should be obliged by your decision as 
soon as may be convenient to you-the completion of my Chancel only 
waiting it and I am sollicitous to fit it for the Offices of the Church 
with as little delay as I can avoid-Mr. Miles being in Town the latter 
end of the year shewed Mr. Harper a Sketch of the Chapel and ex
plained to him all that was proposed to be done, who said that tho' 
in common cases he should have wished an Order in Council respecting 
it, yet under the circumstances of the present, he thought it might be 
dispensed but that he should wish to be inf armed by Letter when the 
variations were compleated that he might deposit the Plan and Letter 
with the Hospital Records. 

To this Mr. Selwyn replied, on 19 March 1805, that he had given his 
consent already freely upon a Guaranty that no inconvenience should happen 
to me from the proposed alterations-the propriety of which I am sure will 
be obvious to you. 

Cook's accounts for work done in renovating the chapel show that the 
work began in March 1805. Pares' letter of 10 May 1805 to Mr. Selwyn 
assured him that the work will be compleated this week and will I trust be 
allowed an essential benefit to the Charity and merit approbation from all 
Quarters. 

Cook's evidence and that of the glazier Thomas Green was as follows: 
Cook had been asked to draw the design for new mullions for the south 
window; in March and April of 1805 he carried out the replacement of 
the south window and the bricking up of the east and west windows. He 
reported that the leads that held the glass and the iron saddlebars were 
in such bad repair that the glass, of "small lozenge panes••, was in danger 
of being blown in. 

The lozenge panes wete plain and generally of common glass. There 
were the remains of some figutes of painted glass in all the Windows, 
mote or less, but so completely mutilated, I could not tell what they 
represented cortectly, excepting one very small emblem of a key in 
the east window the size of a house door key or larger. I only took 
general notice of them. Thete were seven or eight figures ot patts of 
figutes in the whole and nearly an equal quantity of plain and painted 
Glass, Parts of garments of the figures were often supplied with com
mon Glass, where the painted Glass had been broke. I did not take 
them down but Thomas Gteen a journeyman to Mr. Prescott did. The 
repairs of the windows were necessary to prevent their being totally 
destroyed. There was a Gothic Screen in the Chapel at the time. This 
Screen was in 3 principal copartments on each side of the door way, 
in the centre of the Screen, which was the only former entrance into 
the Chapel. The present side doors were the former entrance into the 
antichapel, which was 6 ft . I in. or 6 ft. 7 in. in depth . The present 
hatch or folding doors were formerly in the Screen. The Screen went 
up to, and supported the Gallery which he thinks was level or nearly 
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so with Women's Corridor. The Screen was made of English dark 
colored oak dark from time. The Standards were moulded to within 
9 inches of the top, and then open Gothic fretwork: this part was about 
IO feet high. The front of the Gallery was plain and of Oak, and to 
the best of my recollection had plain made Balustrades. Does not 
recollect any ornament above the Gallery, took no notice of any. I took 
a drawing of the lower part of the screen thinking it curious. The 
Gallery before alteration was about 7 feet deep and used generally as 
a common scullery.62 

Examined by Mr. Price, Cook was more specific in his recollection of 
details of the windows : 

There were several figures in the windows, but I cannot swear as to the 
Evangelists: There might be such figures I think there was in the east 
window a figure of St. Peter, I took it to be so from the key. There 
were remains of 4 figures in the south window, which might be the 
four Evangelists, all much dilapidated, the height of the figures was 
about 3 feet and ½-does not recollect any coats of Arms in the south 
window ( admitted that the painted Glass and Screen are removed to 
the church at Ockbrook in Derbyshire). Saw the screen at Hopwell 
Hall (Mr. Pares's) in peices as taken down from the Hospital.63 

Green, the glazier who removed the glass from the three windows, knew 
nothing about the subjects in the glass. He had been asked to take all the 
glass to Mr. Pares, and he had done so. He had pasted paper on the back of 
the glass, to strengthen it.64 

He had packed four cases of this painted glass to be sent to the 
stained glass firm of Mr. Watson in London. The rest of the glass had been 
removed in a wheelbarrow. His only distinct impression concerning the 
glass was that in all the windows there were some coloured stars in the 
lozenge panes.6s 

The testimony of Mr. William Watson of London, "dealer" in stained 
glass, completed the enquiry into the glass put into the chapel by William 
Wyggeston: 

In r805 I received some painted glass from Mr. Pares of Leicester. 
Mr. Pares afterwards called with Mr. Miles to have the Glass made up in 
a Window of a certain size agreeable to the plan which is produced. It was 
completed in July r8o6. The design was mine. The fragments I received 
and which were used in the Window are delineated in another plan ( also 
produced, No. 4).66 

From a paper I made at the time the materials I received are thus 
Mentioned 

"One Dove on yellow ground new 
"Repairing St. John's head, and Glory, and cup and hand new. 
"Peice of Ruby (new) 10 inches by 8 and chief part of figure re
painted." The Glass was very old and the shades gone by time. 
"Two Gothic lights ( full half new) 
"Two Rosettes over Saints (new). 
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"Nearly half of St. Matthew. new. 
"Above a third of St. Luke's figure (new) 
"Full three parts of St. Mark (new) 
"The Quarrying all new. 
I received some fragments of Quarrying or Diaper from Mr. Pares, 
but could not use them, being so wormeaten and worn by time. I could 
not, and did not use them in this window, My bill for painting, re
pairing figures, and making up of stained glass windows with rick 
quarry ground, Glory over D 0 new purple and orange border, wire
works, window frames, etc. was £ro5 besides packing case and carriage 
£2 r2s. 6d. which was paid me by Mr. Pares. I worked up the rest of 
the painted glass, I received, into a small light 5 ft. 5 in. by 2 ft. The 
figure supposed to be St. Ursula, the head of which was new, shading 
was nearly gone from age and exposure to the Weather, a great many 
of the Quarries were new. A few of the Quarries which I received from 
Mr. Pares I put in this window, A few bits of Quan-ies, which I could 
not use, I returned to Mr. Pares. For the small window I charged Mr. 
Pares about £2r and was paid. 

Mr. Watson recollected specifically the figure of St. Matthew being 
6 ft. 9 in. by 2 ft. 7 in. He thought the window in Ockbrook, which now 
contained these figures to be 15 or 16 feet high by.about 8 feet wide. He had 
no kind word to say for the glass: I would not have given anything for 
the fragments of painted glass sent me by Mr. Pares. It never was good 
painted glass, because the outline was rough, and the painting and shading 
much decayed, some of it so bad I could not use it. As for the quarries., 
which were 4 in. by 3 in. in size, he had not as many as forty of them and 
could use some only, in the smaller window.67 

On 15 January 1823 the Attorney General Mr. Walton pronounced a 
well-balanced judgement in his Report on the case, which extends to 25 
pages of manuscript.68 

The painted glass was, he said, a considerable ornament to the Chapel 
and as such if possible should have been preserved ... The original contract 
between the Master and Mr. Pares (his then Agent for the Hospital) was 
that Mr. Pares should have the painted Glass and Screen on the condition 
of his paying one third part of the expence of the repairs and alterations 
in the Windows ... The whole expenses amounted to £75 IIS. rd. which 
were paid by Mr. Pares who never called upon the Master for any con
tribution under the Agreement ... It seems to me that the painted Glass 
and Screen should not have been removed. · 

Repairs were necessary, but the bond given to His Majesty by the 
Master on his appointment69 should have paid for the repairs. How could 
anyone assess the loss of money from the Poor Box, since no accounts were 
ever kept of revenue from it? Indeed, how could one assess either loss or 
profit in light? It is indeed extraordinary that these ancient Windows should 
have been originally so constructed, or should have subsisted so long, if the 
Chapel had been thereby inconveniently darkened . . . The expence of the 
Repairs would not I should think have been very materially increased if the 
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three windows had been repaired and the painted glass again put up in 
them. That the Skreen and Glass were worth a considerable part at least of 
the sum expended in the alterations and repairs is evident from the whole 
transaction. Upon the whole I thin.k these ancient ornaments should not 
have been removed-Under the circumstances the consent of the Confrater 
was not a sufficient justification for that Measure . . . I acquit however all 
the parties of any improper views in the transaction. Mr. Pares I ha·ve no 
doubt thought he agreed for the full value of the articles he contracted 
for, and that their Removal and the alterations in the Chapel under the 
circumstances were beneficial to the Hospital . . . 

I think Mr. Pares was mistaken in his view of the subject. The same 
principle if acted upon elsewhere might deprive our Cathedrals of many 
of their best ornaments.1° 

Because of the great expense and inconvenience that would be involved 
in re-adapting the building to receive them, Mr. Walton did not advise the 
return of either screen or glass. Nor is the detriment that would be 
occasioned by their Removal from a Church in Derbyshire where they have 
been put up with additions and remained for so long a time to be entirely 
ove1"looked. Upon the whole a Maxim of Prudence which sometimes pre
vails may be applied to this case with propriety:-

Quod fieri non deb et f actum valet. 

Under this epitaph the affair was buried, and so the glass and screen 
remained at Ockbrook (plates 13, 14). There were two unfortunate omissions 
from the Attorney General's report, due perhaps to the impossibility of 
interrogating Mr. Pares, who was absent through serious illness, and their 
inclusion would undoubtedly have made it difficult for Mr. Walton to pre
serve his tone of courteous and regretful disapprobation. In the first place, no 
reference was made to the window containing supposedly the figure of St. 
Ursula, into which Mr. Watson was at pains to put the ancient decorated 
lozenges. Secondly, nothing was proved about the four large leaden cisterns, 
each capable of holding a hogshead of water. These would obviously be 
objects of antiquarian interest, probably decorated with devices or inscrip
tions. Pares made no pretence of acquiring these for ecclesiastical purposes, 
or that their removal would benefit the hospital, nor in fact did he admit to 
having had them. The window cannot be looked for at Hopwell Hall, which 
has been reconstructed after a fire, and is now a school. The fire occurred 
on 17 February 1957, and some stained glass was destroyed either in it or 
in the subsequent demolition.11 At the time of the fire the then headmaster 
of the school remembered the window on the stairs measuring about 2 ft. by 
5 ft ., in which a female figure appeared. He thought that the name Ursula 
was at the bottom of the window. No photographs appear to have survived. 

A brass plate in memory of Thomas Pares, M.P. for Leicester 1818-

1826, who died in 1866, and was nephew of Thomas Pares the steward of 
the Hospital, is fixed to the Wyggeston Hospital screen at Ockbrook (plate 
r 5). His son Thomas Henry married Mary, daughter of Reverend Richard 
Stephens, the then vicar of Belgrave.12 Mr. Stephens had in his possession 
the box of glass which he took from his house at 18 Highcross St., and 
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considering the proved suitability of Hopwell Hall for the reception of 
stained glass it was indeed fortunate that Mr. Thomas North was able to 
buy the contents of the box, and to present them to the Leicestershire 
Archreological Society.73 Otherwise, the panels and their roundels might 
have passed to Hopwell Hall by inheritance, only to be overtaken by the 
same fate that seems likely to have befallen the Wyggeston Hospital glass 
in 1957. 

IV 

As a result of changes at Ockbrook the glass has returned once more 
to Leicester, again sadly in need of restoration. The part that is left is the 
window of the four Evangelists, formerly the early-sixteenth-century west 
window of Wyggeston's Hospital, and then the restored window of the 
chancel of All Saints, Ockbrook. 

Watson's restoration is insipid, with carefully drawn outlines, and 
this has the advantage of making it easier to distinguish his work from the 
vigorous ancient original pieces with the rough outlines so much despised 
by him. In looking at the photographs it should be remembered that not 
only colour but light is essential to full appreciation, and one panel was 
too fragile to lift up to the light, and had to be photographed flat. 

There are, first of all, two lovely canopies, one of which is reproduced 
in plate 19, with details in plates 20, 21. This is the canopy of which a 
drawing was submitted in evidence at the Attorney General's enquiry (plate 
18). The picturesque little spiral dome has a Byzantine aspect. Twisted 
domes are very rare in English medieval art. The other canopy ( on plate 22) 

has Watson's dome and raffle leaves on either side of it, which should be 
compared with the originals on the previous plates, and with the ancient 
leaves occurring round the pomegranate under the roundel of the Eucharist 
in the Highcross Street glass.74 The purple and orange border of the second 
canopy is to be dated from 1805. 

Perhaps the most interesting result of a study of the glass is that 
common origin can be detected for parts at least of the stained glass in the 
Mayor's Parlour at the Leicester Guildhall, the windows of the old house 
at No. 18 Highcross St., and the glass of Wyggeston's Hospital. In the 
present canopies the lozenges decorated with floral devices were copied by 
Watson in 1805 from the originals, some of which he put in the now lost 
"St. Ursula" window, perhaps installed by Pares in his Hopwell Hall. 
Variants of this floral design are common in medieval glass, but the identical 
drawing is to be found no fewer than twenty-one times in the windows of 
the Mayor's Parlour. Plate 23 shows a lozenge from the canopy of plate 22, 

while plate 24 shows lozenges in a window in the Mayor's Parlour. Very 
similar decorated lozenges from the south transept of York Minster are 
illustrated by Knowles.1s The design of the fragment of floral border on a 
hatched background, about half way up the canopy (plates 19 and 21) is 
found also in the jewelled edging of the garments of some of the figures 
at Malvern Priory,76 and, once again, is present in the Mayor's Parlour in 
the window with the crown (plate 25), and, without the parallel lines, in the 
Highcross Street glass and several of the Guildhall windows. 
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There is room for conjecture whether all three sets of Leicester glass 
were made locally. The ancient accounts of the Masters of Wyggeston's 
Hospital have entries for payments to glaziers from the beginning, e.g. 
"Item for ij bareys of yren of the pettying in of them to my chamber 
Wyndow; Item for settyng of a wendow in new led and sodaryg vi d.77 
There must have been many more men to do this work than there were 
glass-painters. The roundels of the months in the Guildhall are not by the 
same hand as the roundels at Highcross St., but resemblances in the glass 
as a whole point to the same workshop, where more than one glazier would 
be employed, and from which the Hospital glass is also likely to have come. 

Saint Matthew is in plates 26-28. The scroll in the saint's hand is the 
original one that William Wyggeston placed in the Hospital, and the Latin 
reads Christus in illo tempore cum natus. The robes are original, except the 
upper part of the angel's dress and the piece containing cuff and part of 
sleeve. The angel's wing on her right is also original, but the angel herself 
(plate 28) dates from 1805, and is after-some way after-Lawrence, 
Reynolds or Romney. The head by Watson (plate 27) is reminiscent of the 
work of William Peckitt, glass-painter of York (1731-1795). 

Saint Mark (plates 29-30) could not be raised to the light, as the glass 
was too fragile . The halo and the central portion of the garment with the 
hand, are ancient. He has his traditional lion (plate 30). 

Saint Luke (plates 31-35) has the head-gear, the book, nearly all the 
robes, and the .architectural base in the original glass. Watson has managed 
neatly enough to insert the necessary ox-calf, and the face is by him, as 
they all are. 

Saint John (plates 36-40) still has several parts of the original figure, 
viz. the devil emerging in a dragon's shape from the poisoned chalice 
(plate 38), the head and wing of the e~gle (plate 39), and the hand raised 
in blessing (plate 40). Parts of the white cloak and border are also in the 
old glass. The chalice itself, and the hand holding it, are of 1805. 

The "King and the Royal Family'' reported by old Mr. Berridge, may 
perhaps have been a representation of the Trinity, part of which Throsby 
illustrates (plate 10); the Persons o.f the Trinity could easily be confused with 
royal personages on account of the crowns they wore, as in the roundel of 
the Coronation of the Virgin in the Highcross St. glass.78 But if Mr. Ber
ridge was correct in his recollections, the south window would have 
contained the figure of Henry VIII-unusual in stained glass, though he 
does appear in the glass at The Vyne, Hampshire,79 and, probably, in the 
east window of Saint Margaret's, Westminster,80 in both of these he is 
kneeling. 

The "scape-goat" noticed by more than one of the hospitallers is 
problematical : it was said to have been in the same window with Saint 
Peter and the cock, and cannot therefore have been mistaken for Saint 
Luke's ox, of which, moreover, Watson received hardly any fragments . Both 
the scape-goat and the cock were said by Elizabeth Brookes to have been 
as large as life, but this was perhaps only a figure of speech-the cock was 
unmistakable , and so was the goat. 



24 ' LEICESTERSHIRE ARCHJ\'.OLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL SOCIETY 

Cox, in his Churches of Derbyshire, quotes Mr. Meynell's notes on 
Ockbrook church, to the effect that there was a figure of St. Peter in the 
upper part of the south chancel window; but the head was broken at the 
funeral of Mr. Pares. Thus Mr. Pares and his doorkeeper were providentially 
extinguished together. All the glass from the south window of Ockbrook, 
says Cox, has disappeared during the last few years, that is to say shortly 
before 1879. 

The dispute about the glass had the unexpected result of arousing 
public interest for the first time in the general administration of the Hos
pital, an interest which, once aroused, never abated throughout the socially 
alert nineteenth century. 

On 30 December 1822 a petition of the townspeople was addressed to 
the Mayor and Corporation of Leicester.81 They said that their attention 
had recently been much drawn to the subject of Wyggeston's Hospital, and 
requested that particular inquiries be made into the subject, in the interests 
of the poor inmates. The result was a full report written by the Jown Clerk, 
Thomas Burbidge, and published on 7 March 1823.82 

On 18 October of the same year a further petition signed by 5,400 

persons was addressed to Lord Bexley, who had succeeded Mr. Bathurst 
as Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, and this led to further cor
respondence. A meeting on 19 January 1824 of those inhabitants who had 
signed the original petition resolved to pursue the enquiries further, and to 
publish the whole of the correspondence of 1823 with the Duchy of Lan
caster, and this was done. 83 

The death of Mr. Selwyn about the end of October 1823, presented 
the Duchy with an opportunity, which the townspeople were not slow to 
urge upon them, of fixing the emoluments of future Masters, and of think
ing about re-writing the statutes. Eventually a Trust was established in 
1857 for the management of the Hospital which still flourishes . It may be 
said that perhaps the good government of the Hospital as we know it can 
be traced back to the interest in its stained glass whose story has been 
here told. 

NOTES 
I. Henry Hanopp, "Wigston or Wyggeston Family, of Leicester", in Leicester

shire and Rutland Notes and Queries, vol. 3 (1895), 298. In another pedigree 
also by Hanopp, which S. H. Skillington introduced as a correction to his 
The Newarke and its associations, (1912) 20, after the sheets were printed, 
there appears a fourth son, Nicholas, but about him there was no comment 
from Hartopp; The Visitation of Warwickshire, (1619) (Harleian Society, 1877) 
37 shows Nicholas as son of John, and father of Jacob Wigston of Wolston, 
though this part of the Visitation is quite unsatisfactory. The pedigree of the 
Wigston family is very complex and uncertain. 

2. Hamilton Thompson suggests that the maiden name of Elizabeth, wife of John 
Wyggeston and mother of the founder and of his brothers Roger and Thomas, 
and his sisters Margaret and Agnes, may have been Gillot. (A. Hamilton 
Thompson, Calendar of Documents belonging to the Hospital of William 
Wyggeston of Leicester (1933), xiii). Hartopp (Zoe. cit. 298) does not commit 
himself as to the maiden name, but referring to John's will (P.C.C. 1512), he 
concluded that William the founder, and his brothers were not the children of 
this wife, Elizabeth, although in her will of 1519 she, perhaps naturally, calls 
them and the two sisters her five children, but that they were John Wyggeston's 
sons by a former wife, surnamed Boxfield. This claim is, in fact, not supported 
by the will (P.R.O. Prob. II, 17, C/ 488). 
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3. Hartopp, op. cit., vol. 3, 268. Of William the founder's first wife, Thompson 
says we know only that she was called Isabel (op. cit. xvii); he derives this 
from William's will. She was Isabel GyHot, sister of Alderman Richard Gyllot, 
Mayor of Leicester in 1497 (Hartopp, Zoe. cit. 270) In his will of 1519 (now 
in the Leicestershire County Record Office) Richard Gyllot makes his wife, 
also named Isabell, his executor, and expresses the desire that my brother
in-law William Wigston the younger assist the said Isabell my executor (Reg. 
Book 1515-1526 fol. 363). 

Agnes, Wil,liam's second wife, was a Pysford (Thompson op. cit. xvii) and 
a widow. Thompson thought she was probably sister of William Pysford, 
joint founder with William Ford of Ford's Almshouse in Coventry. Hartopp 
says, more correctly, she was the widow of William Ford, which makes an 
important link between the Coventry and Leicester hospital foundations, and 
that she was daughter, not sister of William Pysford. In his will, dated 1517 
(Public Record Office Prob. II, 19, S/F 378) William Pysford gave unto my 
daughter Agnes Wygston my best standing gilt cupp with the cover and to 
Johane !Jorde her daughter . . . That Agnes did not marry some other 
Wyggeston is shown by Pysford's many references to my sonne in Lawe 
William Wygston. 

The close connection between Pysford and Wyggeston in the management 
of Ford's Hospital is welil documented (Hartopp, Zoe. cit. 270), and some 
interesting points arise in connection with the two hospitails. The date of 
founding of Ford's Hospital, 1529, now lettered in the inscription at the 
hospital, is the date given by Dugdale in his Antiquities of Warwickshire 
(1656) II7, and repeated in William Thomas' revised edition of William Dug
dale's work (1730) vol. 1, 184, despite the fact that William Pysford, who died 
in 1517, had enlarged the hospital, and that all of this is recorded on the same 
page in Dugdale. The year 1529 is, in fact, the date when William Wyggeston 
and Agnes signed the tripartite indenture further to carry out the intentions 
of Ford and Pysford. This enabled Agnes in her will to refer to Ford's Hos
pital as my husband bedhouse in Cowentry. It was indeed the hospital of both 
her husbands, being founded by the will of William Ford in 1508 (P.R.O. 
Proq. II S /F 378) but not built by him. In conception, and probably in actual 
building, it thus antedated Wyggeston's Hm,pital. This family enterprise may 
have giiven William the idea of1 founding his hospital and other foundations, 
in Leicester. 

4. Thompson, op. cit. xviii, xix 
5. Nichols, vol. 1, part 2 (1815. reprinted 1971) 335. He describes the treasures 

although they are now gone. 
6. Thompson, op. cit. xx 
7. Foundation Statutes, 1513, quoted in George C.Owie, History of Wyggeston'~ 

Hospital, the hospital schools, and the old free grammar school, Leicester, 
A.D. 15n-1893 (1893) ro; the new letters patent of 1521-2 quoted in Nichols, 
op. cit. 472 stipulate that the Hospitale predictum, cum fundatum, creatum, 

erectum et stabilitum foret, Hospitale Willis.lmi Wigston de Leicestria in 
perpetuum ntmcuparetur. 

8. Leicester Museum Archives IO D, 34 L.A. 
9. ibid. 

IO. Dated at Lincoln, 20 Mar. 12 Eliz. (Leicester Museum Archives JO D 34 No. 
996). The Hospital is called St. Ursula's in the Valor Ecclesiasticus (1535-6), 
vol. 4, 172. 

II. Reproduced in colour in Hans Memling Shrine of St. Ursula, (Marion Press, 
1939) An account of St. Ursula as she appears in art is given in C. M. 
Kauffman The Legend of Saint Ursula (Victoria and Albert Museum mono
graph, 1964) 

12. Rotha Mary Clay, Medieval hospitals of England (1909, reprinted 1966) 261, 
286 

13. Leicester Museum Archives ID 50/2 I fol. 15b, dated 1521-22 
14. Thompson, op. cit. xxvi 
15. John Flower, Views of ancient buildings in the town and county of Leicester, 

1826 
16. Cowie, op. cit. 58-61 
17. Leicester Chronicle, August I4 1875 
18. Huntingdon Statutes, Thompson, op. cit. 69 
19. Cowie, op. cit. 22 
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Thompson, op. cit. 77 
These drawings must be among the best that have ever been made of a build
ing shortly before its demolition. The plates now reproduced (plates 1-8) have 
been selected from over eighty originals in the possession of Northampton 
Public Library, by whose permission they appear. Sir Henry Dryden the 
architect and antiquary, perhaps the most distinguished member of the family 
after the poet, inherited the ancient baronetcy of the Drydens of Canons 
Ashby, itself dating from 1550 or earlier. He was well qualified, by training and 
by familiarity with sixteenth-century details, to make the drawings of Wyg
geston's Hospital. Some charming anecdotes of him, and a full account of the 
mansion of Canons Ashby, are in J. Alfred Gotch, Old halls and manor houses 
of Northamptonshire (1936) 85 
T.L.A.S., vol. 2, (1870) 200, 284 
The arches are visible in fig. 22 in "Old Leicester", by D. T-D. Clarke and 
Jack Simmons in T.L.A.S. vol. 36 (1960) 
Nichols, op. cit. vol. 1 part 2 (1815) 495 
Associated Architectural Societies Reports and Papers, vok 14 (1878) 260 
Cowie, op. cit. 61 
Leicester Chronicle, August 14, 1875, 2 
That both porches were intended for use at Saint Nicholas' church is shown 
by Thomas North's note in T.L.A.S. vol. 5 (1882) 12. That one of them was 
so used is proved by MT. Thomas Henry Fosbrooke's manuscript note in his 
Scrapbook (vol. 2, 26) in Leicester City Reference Library. 
Cowie, op. cit. 69 
T.L.A.S. vol. 5 (1882) 12 
S. H. Skillington, Trinity Hospital, Leicester-its origin and refoundation 
(1931) 36 
op. cit. 56-58 
John Burke, Encyclopa!dia of Heraldry or general armory, (1844) where the 
cross is described as patonce, which is more in accord with the one on the 
monument. 
Anthony Wood, History and Antiquities of the Colleges and Halls in the 
University of Oxford (1786) 438 and n. 99 
Thomas North, Church bells of Leicestershire (1876) 216 
T.L.A.S. vol. 5 (1882) 198 
John Throsby, History and antiquities of the ancient town of Leicester (1791) 
310 
The main window, that on the Peacock Lane side, faced SSE (generally called 
the south window), the one opposite St. Martin's faced ENE (rthe east window), 

and the one on the Highcross St. side WSW (the west window). Throsby must 
have assumed that the main window of the chapel would face east, conse
quently he had to call the east and west windows north and south respectively. 
Dictionary of National Biography, vol. 34 (1893) 
Throsby outs the rebus in the "east" (i.e. the south) window 
P.R.O., DL 41/86 (crown copyright reserved), letters of April 9 1821 
William George Dimock Fletcher, Leicestershire Pedfr:rees and Royal Descents 
(1887) 125; Charles James Ellison, Leicester Memoirs (1924) 19-20. Thomas' 
brother John Pares lived in the Newarke opposite William Wyggeston's 
chantry house. 
_Tohn D. Bennett, Leicestershire Architects 1700-1850 (1968) 
P.R.O., DL 41/86, letter of April rr 1821 
Mr. Ludlam was succeeded as confrater by Reverend William Hayton (1812-

1820). The Reverend Jemson Davies was confrater 1820-1857, and was also 
a master at the free grammar school. 
P.R.0., DL 41/86, letter of 19 April 1821 
ibid. letter of 9 May 1821 
Some further work done in Tune, 1806 brought the bill up to £75 us. 1d. 
As med bv Wren (Victoria County History of Warwickshire, vol. 2 (1908) 194) 

P.R.O .. DL 41/86, report of May 19 1821 
ibid. letter of 18 July 1821. Selwvn had promised this increase before the 
trouble started (letter to Miles of December 19 1820) but it was seven years 
overdue. and the poor hosoitallers were now supposed to draw up a petition 
to get it (Leicester 1ournal Sept. 14 182r, 3°r-'a thing probably beyond their 
powers to do. 
P.R.O., DL 41 /86, letter of 31 July r821 



53. 

54. 
55. 

56. 
57. 
58. 

59. 
6o. 

61. 
62. 

65. 
66. 
67. 
68. 

69. 

THE CHAPEL OF WILLIAM WYGGESTON'S HOSPITAL 27 

Leicester Journal, May 4 1821, 3, May II 1821, .3, December 14 1821, 3. On 
the. animosities of Price and the Whigs, see A. Temple Patterson Radical 
Leicester (1954) IOI, 128-9. When Price printed the first letter of· Antiquarius 
he was probably disinterested; but as soon as he discovered that the brigand 
to be brought to justice was none other than his Whig enemy Pares, he 
warmed up to a fight that had suddenly become even more important than he 
thought 1t was. 
Leicester Journal, August 3 1821, 3 
Historians have been impressed by this consideration: John Charles Cox 
(Notes on the churches of Derbyshire, vol. 4, 1879, 208) even says that the 
good taste of Mr. Pares secured the best of the glass and wood work so 
barbarously ejected, and Billson (op. cit. 20) credits Pares with having saved 
the beautiful oak screen, together with earLy-sixteenth-century glass from the 
west window from total destruction. 
P.R.O., DL 41/86, letter of September 22 1821 
ibid. letter of November 25 1821 
the literary quality of the reports and lette.rs contained in the file P.R.O., DL 
41/86 is striking, particularly the writings of Bathurst (Chancellor of the 
Duchy) and Walton (its A~torney General) 
Leicester Journal, Octobeir 4 1822 
P.R.O., DL 41/86, Minutes of Evidence in Appendix to Report on Wigston's 
Hospital: Visitation in 1822 
ibid. 4-5 
Although he says he took a drawing, the drawing submitted at the enquiry 
(plate II) is actually dated 1822, and bears little resembLance to the real screen, 
as a comparison with plates 12-15 will show. Cook's evidence oflten leaves 
something to be desired, and his statement that the lozenge panes 
were plain is contJradicted by Green the glazier, who drew attention to the 
star pattern on them. Cook's architectural drawings were not made at the time 
of "restomtion", but produced ad hoe from measurements he had written in 
a notebook. The particulars cannot have been very well taken down. He gave 
the screen pointed arches, whereas they are actually round ones, a surprising 
aberration in an architect. The top part of the screen has recently been taken 
off at Ockbrook, for use as the altar rail. Cook shows the old south window 
with four lights (plate 16), but we know from Longmate's engraving, and from 
the five inscriptions, each in a light, that the window had five. The new south 
window appears to have been planned at first with three lights, if Cook's 
drawing (plate 17) can be trusted; in fact it was made with four. 
Minutes, 9 
Watson, the glass restorer, mentions this in his evidence in Minutes, 20. Green 
says that the only ancient glass replaced were three pieces put back in the 
south window; the attorney general's report, 3, gives their number as five, 
including the arms of William Wyggeston. The pieces have vanished without 
trace. 
Minutes, 10 
Minutes, 20, and see plate 18 
Minutes, 20 
P.R.O., DL 46/81, Report or certificate aJ Wm. Walton, Esq. to the Chan
cellor and Council of the Duchy of Lancaster. 
Under the terms of thi1, Mr. Selwyn was bound in the sum of £1,000 to pay 
for reprurs out of his own profits from the hospital in the first instance, and 
to recoup himself later from any available surplus. This kind of situation 
could not have arisen when a business man like William Wyggeston was 
present to supervise the day-by-day housekeeping of his hospital. The Master 
was appointed to be in charge of the revenue and goods of the establishment. 
He was paid a small salary; he was given a house, and was required to live in 
it; he had supplies of fuel, food and light, but he could not supplement his 
income through fines levied at the renewal of leases of endowed property, 
which the later Huntingdon Statutes of 1572 disastrously allowed him to do, 
forbidding him at the same time to let anything be removed from the hospital 
or its lands, either for his own use or f'or that of any other person. He was to 
render regular accounts to the patron of the hospital, i.e., under the Elizabethan 
Statutes, to the visitor appointed by the Chancellor and Council of the Duchy 
of Lancaster. The dukes of Lancaster had been earls of Leicester, but after 
the death of John of Gaunt, duke of Lancaster, in 1399, his son Henry IV 
inherited the estates, and the duchy was annexed to the Crown. Elizabeth I 
gave the duchy control over the hospital. 
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70. Professor R. W. Greaves, in his paper "The old Leicester Corporation and 
the Town Almshouses" in T.L.A.S., vol. 21 (1940-41) 150, mentions the 
case, but gives a misleading account of it, which must be corrected in the 
light of Walton's report. 

The Leicester Journal, says Dr. Greaves, stigmatised the action of Thomas 
Pares as sacrilegious theft, but most unjustly, for it was something far 
different ... the Master was able to point out, as Pares himself was driven 
to insist, that a good price had been paid. These facts were made public by 
the official visitation of Walton, the Duchy's Attorney-General. The editor 
of the JOURNAL, John Price, was so completely shamed that he was unable to 
p~ess his better founded criticisms. Mr. Walton, it was noted at the time, 
WAS SATISFIED THE CHARGE ORIGINATED IN MALEVOLENCE. He seemed QUITE 
CONVINCED OF THE REAL MOTIVES WHICH HAVE ACTUATED MR. PRICE. (Zoe. cit. 
166, with footnote: S. Miles and R. J. Harper 27 September 18u). 

This is Dr. Greaves' account. But-
(a) where goods may have been wrongly acquired, a high price paid does 

not exonerate, and reinforces rather than mitigates the supposition of guilt; 
(b) Price made clear before the enquiry began (Leicester Journal, October 

4 1822), and repeatedly during it (Minutes, 6) that he would confine himself 
to the matter of the glass and screen. In any case shame seems hardly to have 
been part of his journalistic equipment; 

(c) Miles' letter to Harper is dated simply 27 September, but the year is 
1822, not 182I, as the enquiry had not then been held. 

(d) the text of the letter is As far as we cd judge, Mr. Walton was satisfied 
the charge originated in malevolence, and we anticipate a favourable report, 
but he did not declare his sentiments, and consequently we can only con
jecture . .. I think Mr. Walton is quite convinced of the real motives which 
have actuated Mr. Price. 

Miles, in other words, was only expressing his opinions, and his hope that 
Mr. Walton would, in the event, prove to be on his side. That he was on the 
other side, the quotations already given have sufficiently shown. 

71. ex inf. Mr. W. G. Lawson, Director of Education for Nottinghamshire. 
72. Fletcher, op. cit. 125 
73. T .L.A.S., vo1. 4 (1875) 139 
74. David T-D. Clarke, Painted glass from Leicester, Leicester Museums, 1962 
75. John A. Knowles, Essays in the history of the York school of glass painting, 

(1936), plate 17 
76. G. McN. Rushllorth, Medieval Christian imagery as illustrated by the painted 

windows of Great Malvern Priory Church . .. , (1936) figs. 172, 173 
77. Leicester Museum Archives ID 50/11, 3, dated 1523-4 
78. illustrated in Clarke, op. cit. 12 
79. Victoria County History of Hampshire, vol. 4 (1911) 163 
So. F. S. Eden, Ancient stained and painted glass, 2nd, ed., 1933, 132 
81. Leicester Journal, January 3, 1823, 3 
82. Report of the Mayor and Corporation of Leicester relative to Wigston's Hos

pital in the Borough of Leicester, (1823) 
83. Report of the committee appointed by those inhabitants of Leicester who 

signed the petition to the Mayor and Corporation of Leicester respecting 
Wigston's Hospital, (1824) 

For the photographs of glass and screen which appear in this article thanks 
are due to the University of Winnipeg, and to theit head photographer, Mr. David 
Fox. Thanks a.re also due to the University of Winnipeg for a generous grant 
toward the publication of this article, and also to the Museums Committee of 
Leicester City Council for an additional and substantial grant for the same purpose. 
Amongst others, thanks are due to Margaret Broadfield and John Daniell. 

For a report on a recent excavation of the site of St. Ursula's chapel see 
Arch~ological Notes page 61. 


